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IN THE 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
AT. RICHMOND. 
Record No. 3390 
GEORGE A. NEWMAN, Plaintiff in Error, 
versu,s 
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, Defendant in Error. 
PETITION FOR ·wRIT OF ERROR. 
To The Honorable Ju-stices of the Supreme Court of Appeals 
of Virginia: 
PRELIMINARY. 
Your petitioner is aggrieved by a final order of the Cor-
poration Court of the City of Norfolk, Part Two, entered on 
tho 31st day of July, 1947, which final order convicted peti-
tioner of -a violation of Section 49-A of the Alcoholic Beverage 
Control Act of Virginia and imposed a fine in the sum of 
One Himdred Dollars ($100.00) and required payment of tho 
costs of prosecution. The refusal of the Trial Court to strike 
the evidence of the prosecution and the entry of said order 
constitutes the error assigned. 
A duly certified copy of the record and proceedings in said 
Trial Court is herewith tendered and asked to be read and 
, treated as a part hereof. 
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2* *STATEMENT OF FACTS. 
On June 1, 1947, petitioner, George A. Newman, was ar-
rested in the City of Norfolk, Virginia, by members of the 
Norfolk ·Police Force for an alleged violation of Section 49-A 
of the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act <?f. Virginia. The facts 
established by the evidence are as f olfows: 
The arresting officers acting upon information proceeded 
to an ABC store located on Church Street in the City of Nor ... 
folk and there found a Ford truck parked on. Church Street 
a short d\stance from said ABC store; that located in said 
Ford truck was a box which wa.s padlocked; that at the time 
of the arrival of the arresting officers no one was in attend-
ance at the truck and the arresting· officers had no knowledge 
as to who had driven the truck to that location or who pro-
posed to drive it away; that the arresting officers did not 
see the truck moved at any time and at the time of their ar-
rival .on the scene they ha·d no personal knowledge as to the 
contents of the locked box in the truck; while the officers were 
standing beside the truck they observed the petitioner, George 
A. Newman, coming out of the ABC store with a package in 
his arms, which it was subsequently learned contained eight 
(8) pints .of ABC tax paid whiskey; that the petitioner, New-
man, took a step in the direction of the truck, then halted 
and passed his package to some third party standing 
3• nearby; that Newman stated to *the officers that if they 
had waited a few minutes longer he would have had two 
more packages in the truck; Newman at first denied owner-
ship of the truck and whiskey but later admitted the owner-
ship of both and thereupon produced the key to the box, and 
upon it being opened it was discovered that it contained sev-
enty-one (71) pints of assorted ABC whiskey; that Newman 
stated that he bad two colored men in line at the ABC store, 
however, made no st3:tement as to who drove the truck to the 
place where it was found; there was no evidence as to when 
or in what quantities the whiskey was placed in the truck. 
~ewman's home and place of business was located at 401 
Market Street,. Norfolk, Virginia, a distance of several blocks 
from where the truck was parked. 
The petitioner, N ~wman, by counsel, moved to strike the 
evidence of the prosecution on the ground that a prima fa,cie 
case had not been made out, which motion was overruled and 
exception duly taken by the defendant. 
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Upon hearing the f~regoing evidence, the Court on the 
31st day of July, 1947, found the defendant, Newman, guilty 
and impose·d a fine in the sum of One Hundred Dollars 
($100.00) and costs, whereupon the defendant moved to set 
aside the verdict as being· contrary to the law and evidence, 
which motion was overruled and exception duly taken by the 
defendant. 
4• *ARGUMENT. 
The determination of this appeal depends upon a construc-
tion of Section 4675 ( 49a) of the Code of Virginia. This sec-
tion deals with the subject of transportation of alcoholic bev-
erages within the State of Virginia and reads as follows: 
"Transportation; transportation permits; penalties.-The 
transportation of alcoholic beverages, other than wine and 
beer purchased from persons licensed to sell same in this 
State, and those alcoholic beverages which may be manufac-
tured and sold without any license under the provisions of 
this act, within, into or through the State of Virginia in quan-
tities in excess of one gallon is prohibited except in accord-
ance with regulations adopted by the Virginia .Alcoholic Bev-
erage ·Control Board pursuant to this section. 
"The board may ,adopt such reg'Ulations governing the 
transportation of alcoholic beverages, other than wine and 
·oeer purchased from persons licensed to sell same in this 
State and those alcoholic beverages which may be manufac-
tured and sold without any license under the provisions of 
this act, within, into or through Virginia in quantities in ex-
cess of one gallon as it may deem necessary to confine such 
transportation to legitimate purposes and may issue trans-
portation permits in accordance with such regulations. 
'' Any person who shall transport .alcoholic beverages, other 
than wine and beer purchased from persons licensed to sell 
the same in this State and those alcoholic beverages which 
may be manufactured and sold without any license under the 
provisions of this act, in excess of one gallon, in violation of 
such regulations shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and pun-
ished as provided in section 4675 ( 62).'' 
5'"' ~n will be noted that the above section grauts 0 to the 
individual the legal right to transport alcoholic bever-
ages in quantities not to exceed one gallon. With the excep-
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tion of Section 4675 ( 41a) of the Code of Virginia, which is 
not applicable to the case at bar, there is no Virginia statute 
which prohibits an individual from. storing any quantity of 
leg·ally acquired alcoholic beverag·es wherever be may desire 
to do so, provided such beverages are not transported in 
quantities in excess of one g·allon. In the absence of a pro-
hibitory statute one may store any quantity of alcoholic bev-
erages in his automobile, g·arage, office, home or any other 
place selected by him. 
In the case at bar there is no evidence to show that the 
alcoholic beverages found in the truck in question were trans-
ported ther~ by the petitioner or that he transported alco-
holic beverages in quantities exceeding one gallon, to the 
contrary, the inference is that such intoxicating beverages as 
were found in the truck were carried there in lawful quan-
tities for the reason that the ~J·uck was parked nearby the 
ABC store and the clerks employed in ABC stores are pro-
hibited from making sales in excess of one gallon. 
It is respectfully urged that one is not guilty of a crim-
6* inal act when he does no more than the *statutes ·of this 
State grant him the spec1fic right to do. The petitioner 
had a leg·al right to make as many trips from the ABC store 
transporting quantities of alcoholic beverages not exceeding 
one gallon as he desired, and there is no statute prohibiting 
him from storing same in his truck. Assuming for the sake 
of arg·ument that the alcoholic beverages found in the truck 
. were stored there by the petitioner, ui1til he undertook to 
move such beverages so stored by him and to do so in quan-
tities in excess of one gallon, he has committed no offense. 
It has not come to pass in this Commonwealth that one may 
be convicted for such future intent as he may or may not 
have formed in his mind. This case involves a criminal 
statute highly penal in nature and must be strictly construed. 
The Alcoholic Beverage Control Act does· not carry the pro-
vision for liberal construction as contained in the Prohibition 
Act of 1918. If the alcoholic beverages were placed in the 
truck in lawful quantities, and there is no evidence to the 
contrary, and further, if it were likewise removed in lawful 
quantities without the truck itself being moved while it <~on-
tained more than one gallon, could it be said that any offense 
had been committed? It cannot be lawfully assumed that 
one intends to commit a crime, particularly when the evidence 
discloses that up to and including the time of the arrest the 
defendant· had done no act prohibited by statute. 
7* *In Wooden 's case, 117 Virginia 930, Judge Cardwell 
held that: 
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· "It is well settled by numerous cas:s that it is not suffi-
cient to create a suspicion or probability of guilt, but tho 
evidence must go further and exclude every reasonable hy-
pothesis except that of guilt. '' 
In Wilson v. Comnion-wealth, 160 Virginia 913, it is said: 
'' The failure of the accused to giv:e any reasonable ex-
planation of his conduct will not sustain a conviction, nor is 
evidence of ill repute enough. They are matters which the 
jury may and should consider. But after all they do not 
shift from the Commonwealth the burden which ordiuarilv 
rests upon it." · 
The two leading Virginia cases involving the offense of 
illegal transportation of alcoholic beverages are Chrysler 
Roadster v. Con11momvealth, 152 Virginia 508, and Sea.y v. 
Commonwealth, 152 Virginia 98-2. 
These two cases construe the Prohibition Act of 1918 and 
to that extent can be distinguished from the case at bar. As 
each of these cases enunciate the same rule of law, for the 
purpose of this petition only the Seay case will be discussed 
at any length. · 
In Seay v. Commonwealth, supra, it is said: 
''In construing the Virginia statute, it is of course neces-
sary, 'in order to enforce the forfeiture, to establish the time 
of such illeg·al use of the vehicle, f 01· it cannot be condemnecl 
eithe,r becaitse there is merely a future purpose to so use 
8* it, or beca(U.Se of swch *illegal use in the past. If, how-
ever, the offender is apprehended in the actual commis- · 
sion of the crime, as in loading·, unloading·, or moving, and 
his crime is demonstrated by finding the contraband liquor 
there in the autornoliile, then the forfeiture may be enforced. 
• • • There was a unity, a continuity, of illegal transporta-
tion of these ardent spirits from Hopewell up to and includ-
ing the time of arrest. Loading· the liquor in the automobile 
was a part of that transportation; it was being transported 
in the automobile, within the_meaning of the statute, because 
the loading was an essential part of the continuing act of 
illegal transportation. * * • " (Italics supplied.) 
The above case involved the unloading of contraband ar-
dent spirits from the Hopewell ferry into an automobile 
which was seized before it was moved away after being 
loaded. Attention is invited to the fact that this c~se was 
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prosecuted under the Prohibition Act of 1918 which provided 
that the possession or transportation of any quantity of ar-
dent spirits was illegal. Under such a provision of law the 
placing of ardent spirits into the automobile was illegal trans-
portation and as was pointed out by this Honorable Court, 
there was a contiwuity of illegal tran.'!portation, which relieved 
the Commonwealth of the burden of proving t1ie car in mo-
tion. Such is not true in the case at bar. In the present case 
the alcoholic beverages were not contraband but w~re legally 
acquired and lawfully possessed and the evidence fails to 
show any illegal transportation of same up to and including 
its being placed in the truck. As was pointed out in 
9* Seay v. •Com/monweaJth, supra, a vehicle is not subject 
to forfeiture because there is merely a future purpose to 
make illegal use of it and by that same token one cannot be 
convicted of illegal transportation of alcoholic beverages 
merely because the facts may indicate a future intent to do 
so. 
CONCLUSION. 
Your petitioner therefore prays, for the reasons herein set 
forth, that a writ of error and supersedeas be awarded your 
petitioner to the final order of conviction of July 31, H>47, 
and that the said judgment may be reviewed and reversed. 
This petition will be filed with Justice John W. Eggleston, 
at his office in the City of Norfolk, Virginia, accompanied by 
a transcript of the record and a check in the sum of One 
Dollar and Fifty Cents ($1.50) filing fee, payable to the Clerk 
of this Court. This petition is adopted as the opening brief 
of the plaintiff in error, and before it was presented to Jus-
tice John W. Eggleston, copies thereof were first mailed to 
the Honorable J. Sidney Smith, Attorney for the Common-
wealth for the City of Norfolk, Virginia, addressed to his 
office in said city and to the Honorable Harvey B. Ap-
10• person, ""Attorney General of the State of Virginia, ad-
dressed to his office in the City of Richmond, Virginia. 
The co pi.es afore said were mailed on the 26th day of N ovem-
ber, 1947. 
Respect£ ully submitted, 
GEORGE A. NEWMAN, 
By GORDON E. <JAMPBELL, 
Counsel for Petitioner. 
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11 • >!!:J, J. L. Broudy, attorney practicing in the Supreme 
Court of Appeals of Virginia, do certify that in my 
,opinion it is proper that the judgment complained of in the 
foreg·oing petition and the decision of the trial court should 
he reviewed by this Honorable Court. 
J. L. BROUDY, 
Attorney practicing in the Supreme 
Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
Received Nov. 28, 1947. 
J. w. E. I 
Jan. 8, 1948. Writ of error and supersedeas awarded by 
the Court. Bond $300. 
M. B. W. 
RECORD 
VIRGINIA: 
• I I . 
·- Pleas before the Corporation Court of the City of Nor• 
folk, Part Two, on the 31st day of July, 1947. 
Be It Remembered., Tbat heretofore, to-wit: On the 20th 
day of June, 1947, Officer J. G. Bibb, Police Department, swore 
out a _warrant against George A. Newman, before Leonard H. 
Davis, Police Justice of the City of Norfolkt in the following 
words and figures, to-wit: --
"\V ARRANT FOR MISDEMEANOR. 
Commonwealth of Virginia, 
City of Norfolk, to-wit: 
To any of the Police Officers of Norfolk: 
WHEREAS, Off. J. G. Bibb, No. Police Dept., hereinafter 
·called complainant, of the City of Norfolk., has this day made 
complaint and information on oath, before me, Leonard H. 
Davis, Police Justices of said City, tl1at on the 1st dav of 
June, 1947, in said City George A. Newman hereinafter called 
accused, did unlawfully Vio. sec. 49-A. A. B. C. and whereas I 
see good reason to believe that an offense has been committed: 
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These are, therefore, in the name of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia, to command you forthwith to apprehend and take 
before the Police Justice of said City, in the Police Court 
thereof, the body of the said accused to answer said com-
plaint, and to be further dealt with according. to law; 
.And moreover~ upon the arrest of the said accused, by virtue 
of this warrant, I command you in the name of the 
page 2 ~ Commonwealth of Virginia, to summon to appear· 
at the same time and place to testify as witnesses 
on behalf of the Commonwealth touching the matter of said 
complaint, the above named complainant and the following 
persons:. 
Offs. J~ G~ Bibb & E. D. Ives 
and have there and then this warrant with your return there .. 
on. 
Given und~r my hand and seal this 20th day of June, 1947 .. 
LEONARD H. DAVIS 
· Police Justice (Seal.) 
Upon hearing the evidence on the foregoing charge, the 
above mentioned accused is found guilty as charged in said 
warrant, and I do therefore adjudge that he be confined in 
the jail of the City of Norfolk for the term of . . . . and do 
pay a fin~ of $100 . .00 and $7.75 costs incident to said prosecu-
tion and conviction as provided by law . 
.And I do further require that said accused do give bond 
with sufficient surety in the sum of $. . . . for the term of .... 
from this date to keep the peace and be of good behavior tq-
wards all persons of this Commonwealth. 
On motion of said defendant an appeal is granted to the 
next term of the Corporation Court of the City of Norfolk 
No. 2, to-wit, the first Monday in July, 1947; and the wit-
nesses above named were severally duly recognized each in 
the sum of One Hundred ($100.00) Dollars, payable to the 
Commonwealth of Virginia, for theh appearance before said 
Court to give evidence on said charge, and not to depart hence 
without leave of said Court. 
Given under my hand this 20th day of June, 1947. 
LEONARD H. DAVIS 
Police Justfoe 
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George A. Newman .. 
On a Warrant appealed from the Police Court-Violate 
Section 49-A ABC Act. 
This day came the said defendant., and the .Attorney for 
the defendant, and came as well the Attorney for the Com-
monwealth, and thereupon the said defendant plead not guilty 
to the said warrant, and the matter of law and fact was partly 
heard by the Court, and the further hearing of which is con-
tinued until the 22nd day of July, at 9 :30 o'clock A. M. 
And the defendant was permitted to leave pursuant to the 
terms of his recognizance. 
And heretofore: In said Court, on the 22nd day of July, 
1947. · 
This day again came the said defendant, and the Attorney 
for the defendant, and came as well the Attornev for the 
Commonwealth, and the matter having been partly ·heard on 
· the 17th day of July, 1947, and continued until this date, was 
further heard and further continued until the 31st day of 
July, 1947., at ten o'clock A. M. · 
· And the defendant was permitted to leave pursuant to the 
terms of his r_ecognizance. 
And now: In said Court, on the 31st day of July, 1947. 
This day again came the said defendant, as well as the At-
torney for the Commonwealth, and tbe Attorney for the de-
fendant, and the matter having been partlv l1eard and con-
tinued on the 17th day of ,July, 1947. and further heard and 
further continued on the 22nd day of July, 1947, 
page 4 } now having been fully heard by the Court, it is con-
sidered by the Court tl1at tlw said Georg-e A. New-
man is guilty as charg-ed in the said warrant1 and that he be 
fined in the sum of One Hundred ($100.00) Dollars, and be 
required to pay the costs of his prosecution. Thereupon the 
said def end ant. by counsel, moved the Court to set aside tbe 
judgment of the Court, and grant him a new trial, on tl1e 
ground that the said verdict is contrary to the law and the 
evi9-ence, and the said motion, l1aving be·en fully heard by the 
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Court, is overruled, and to. which action of the Court in over-
ruling said motion the defendant, by counsel, duly excepted. 
Thereupon the said defendant, by counsel, moved the Court 
for time in which to apply for a writ of error. to the forego-
ing judgment, which motion, having been fully heard and de-
termined by the Court, is sustained., and the execution of the 
foregoing sentence is hereby postponed for the period of 
sixty days, or until the Supreme Court of Appeals of Vir-
ginia shall deny said writ of error, if prior thereto. 
And the defendant was permitted to leave pursuant to the 
terms of -his recognizance. 
And afterward: In said Court on the 22nd day of Septem-
ber, 1047 •. 
This day again came the parties and the defendant ten-
dered a certificate of narration of the testimonv and other 
· incidents of the trial in this case, and it duly app~arin~~' in 
writing, that the Uommonwealth bad been given proper no-
tice of the time and place of presenting said certificate of 
narration of the testimony and other incidents of the trial in 
this case, and same was signed and certified by the Court, and 
hereby made a part of the record in this cause, and the said 
certificate was forthwith lodged and :filed with the 
page 5 ~ Clerk of this Court., within sixty days of the final 
judgment. 
The following is the certificate. of narration of the testi-
mony and other incidents of the trial in the case of Common-
wealth of Virginia v. George A. Newman, referred to in the 
above order. 
page 6 ~ Virginia : 
In the Corporation Court (No. II) for the City of Norfolk. 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
v. . 
George A. Newman 
NOTICE OF APPEAL. 
·To J. Sidney Smith, 
Commonwealth's Attorney: 
Take notice that on the 22nd day of September, 1947. at 
10 A. 1\L or as soon thereafter as I may be heard at the Cor-
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poration Court (N:o. II)" of the City of Norfolk, Virginia, the 
undersigned will present to the Honorable J. Hume Taylor, 
Judge of Corporation Court (No. II) of the City of Norfolk, 
Virginia, who presided over the -trial of the above mentioned 
case in Corporation Court (No. II) of the City of Norfolk, 
Virginia, July 31, 1947, a narration of the testimony and other 
incidents of the trial in the above case to be authenticated and 
verified by him . 
.And also the undersigned will at the same time and- place, 
request the Clerk of the said Court to make up and deliver to 
counsel a transcript of the record in the above entitled cause 
for the purpose of presenting same with a petition to the Su-
preme Court of Virginia for a writ of error and sitpersedeas 
therein. 
GEORGE A. NEWMAN, 
By GORDON E. CAMPBELL, 
Counsel. 
Accepted this 20th day of September, 1947. 
LEIGHTON P. ROPER, 
Assistant Attorney for the Commonwealth. 
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' In the Corporation Court for the City of Norfolk, Part Two. 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
V. I . . 
George A. Newman 
The followin~ is a narration of all the testimony, together 
with all the motions; objections, and exceptions on the part of 
t.he respective parties, the action of the Court in respect 
thereto, and all other incidents of the trial of the case of Com-
monwealth of Virginia v. George A. Newman tried in Cqr-
poration Court (No. II) for the City of Norfolk on July 31, 
1947. 
Before the Honorable .T. Hume Taylor, Judge of said Court. 
· Present: Mr .• T. Sidn.ey Smith, Commonwealth's .Attorney; 
Mr. L~ighton P. Roper, Assistant Commonwealth's Attorney; 
George A. Newman, defendant; 
Gordon E. Campbell, attorney for defendant. 
Officers: ,T. G. Bibb and E. D. Ives. 
12 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
OFFICER J. G .. BIBB, 
sworn on behalf of the Commonwealth, testified that he was a 
member of the Police Force of the City of Norfolk, Virginia; , 
that on the 1st day of June, 1947, acting in response to infor-
mation received over the telephone, proceeded in company 
with Officer E. D. Ives to an ABC store located on 
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found a Ford truck parked on Church Street a ~hort 
distance from said ABC store; that located in said Ford truck 
was a box which. was padlocked; that upon his arrival with 
his companio_n 9:ffi.cer, he found no one present at the truck; 
that neither he- nor his companion officer knew who drovH the 
truck to that lo~ation and he had no knowledge as to who pro-
posed to drive the truck away; that neither he nor bis com-
panion officer saw the truck mo·ved at any time; that at the 
time he and his companion arrived on the scene he had no 
personal knowledge as to the contents of the locked box in 
the truck; that while he and Officer Ives were standing bnside 
the truck they observed the defendant, George A. Newman, . 
coming out of the ABC store with a package in his arms, 
which it was subsequently learned contained eight pints of 
ABC tax paid whiskey; that the defendant, Newman, took 
a step in the direction of the truck then halted and nassed the 
package to some third person standing nearby; that the de-
fendant, Newman, stated that if the officers had waited a few \ 
minutes longer he would ha-\·e had two more bags in the truck; 
that Newman at first denied ownership of the truck and 
whiskey but later admitted the ownership of hoth and there-
upon produced the key- to the box and upon it being opened 
it was discovered that it contained e.eventv-one pints of as-
sorted ABC whiskey; that Newman stated lie had two colored 
men in line at the ABC store; that Newman made no state-
ment as to who drove the truck to t11e place where it was 
found; this witness further f-itated that he had no personal 
knowledge as to when or in what quantities the 
page 9 ~ whiskey was placed in th~ truck; that Newman's 
home and plaee of business was located at 401 Mar-
ket Street, Norfolk, Virginia., a sl10rt distance of se-veral 
blocks from where the truck was parked; that upon finding the 
whiskey in the truck the defendant, Newman, was arr1~stecl 
for violation of Section 49-A of the ABC Act of Virginia, and 
the truck in question seized. 
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OFFICER E. D. IVES, 
being sworn on behalf of the Commonwealth, testified that he 
was a member of the Police ~.,orce of the City of Norfolk, 
Virginia, and that he accompanied Officer J. G. Bibb on the 
1st day of June, 1947, and took part in the arrest of the de-
fendant, Newman, and the seizure of the truck in question, 
and he heard the evidence of Officer Bibb and 'that it was, in 
· all respects, true. 
The q.efendant, 'by counsel,'moved the Court to strike the 
evidence of the proser.ution on the ground that a prirna .fade 
case for the prosecution had not been made out. The Court 
overruled this motion and an exception was duly taken by 
the defendant. · 
No further evidence was offered on behalf of the prosecu-
tion or the defendant. 
The case was argued by the Commonwealth's Attorney and 
, the attorney for the defendant at the conclusion of which the 
Court found the defendant guilty and imposed a fine in the 
sum of One Hundred Dollars and costs, whereupon the de-
fendant moved to set aside the verdict as being contrary to 
the law and evidence which motion was overruled and excep-
tion duly taken by the defendant. 
page 10 ~ JUDGE'S CERTIFICATE. 
I, J. Hume Taylor, Judge of the Corporation Court for the 
City of Norfolk, Part Two, Virginia, who presided over the 
foregoing; trial of the case of Commonwealth of Virginia v. 
George A. Newman, at Norfolk, Virginia, on the 1st day of 
June, 1947, do certify that the foregoing is a true and correct 
copy and report of all the evidence., together with all motions, 
objections, and exceptions on the part of the respective par-
ties, the action of the Court in respect thereto and all other 
incidents of the said trial of the said cause with the motions, 
objections and exceptions of the respective parties as therein 
set forth. 
I do further certify that the attorney for the Commomvealth 
had reasonable notice, in writing, g·iven by counsel for tbe de-
fendant, of the time and place when the fore going report of 
the testimonv, exceptions, and other incidents of the trial 
would be tendered and presented to the undersigned for sig-
nature and authentication, and that said report was presented 
to me on the 22d day of September, 1947, within less than 
14· Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
sixty days after the entry of final judgment in said cause. 
Given under my hand tbis 22 clay of September, 1947. 
J. HUME TAYLOR .. 
Judge of the Corporation Court of the 
City of Norfolk Part Two1 Virginia . 
. A Copy Teste: 
J. HU:ME TAYLOR, 
Judge of the Corporation Court o:f the 
City of Norfolk Part Two, Virginia. 
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In the Clerk's Office of the Corporation Court of the City 
of Norfolk, Part Two. 
I, W. L. Prieur, Jr., Clerk of the Corporation Court of the 
... City of Norfolk, Pa:i,:t Two, dp hereby certify that the fore-
going certificate of narration of the testimony and other inci-
dents of the trial in the case of Commonwealth of Virginia v. 
George A. Newman, was lodg.ed and filed with me as the Clerk 
of said Court, on the 22nd day of September, 1947. · 
Given under my hand this 23rd day of September, 194:7. 
W. L. PRIEUR, ,JR., Cleirk. 
Virginia: 
In the Clerk's Office of the Corporation Court of the City 
of Norfolk, Part Two. 
I, W. L. Prieur, Jr .. , Clerk of the said Corporation Court of 
the City of Norfolk, Part Two, do hereby certify that the fore-
going and a.nnexed is a true transcript of the record in the 
case of Commonwealth of Virginia, plaintiff, v. George A. 
Newman, defendant, lately pending in said Court. 
I further certify that said copy was not made up and com-
pleted until the Commonwealth had had due notice of the 
making· of the same and intention of the dof endant · to take 
an appeal therein. 
Given under my hand this 23rd day of September, 19~t7. 
V.t. L. PRIEUR, JR., Clerk. 
Fee for this record $9.00. 
A Copy--Teste: 
:M:. B. WATTS, C. C. 
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